This article explores corporate social responsibility in family businesses. In particular, the research investigates family businesses in relation to a wide variety of constituent or stakeholder groups. It reports the preliminary results of focused interviews with forty-two small and medium-sized Dutch family businesses. The data obtained from content analysis suggest that a mix of corporate social responsibility perspectives, including economic benefits, conformance to ethical and legal expectations and philanthropic as well as community involvement, help to explain the nature of relationships with, and behaviors toward, various constituency groups. The family character of the business most frequently impacts employee, client, and supplier relationships. Statistically significant interaction effects are reported for the following moderator variables: generation of the owner; company tenure in the community; community size; company size; and inclusion of the family surname in the business name. Interaction effects were also tested for industry type and gender. The article also outlines some practical implications of the findings and suggests directions for future research.
INTRODUCTION
This article aims to expand understanding of how small and medium-sized family businesses interpret their corporate social responsibility in relationship to a wide range of constituencies. Because specific work on the topic of family business and corporate social responsibility is limited (Vyakarnam, et al., 1997) , the research is exploratory in nature, drawing upon the broader literature on corporate social responsibility as well as the stakeholder approach to organization effectiveness. For the purpose of this research, corporate social responsibility (CSR) refers broadly to the level of contribution a company makes towards the betterment of society. Etzioni (1996) contrasts between companies that exhibit a competitive, individualistic orientation with those that prefer a communitarian perspective. The latter aim to balance individual liberty with the need for active maintenance of the community and society (Etzioni, 1993 (Etzioni, , 1996 Cornwall, 1998) . Other researchers take a behavioral approach, identifying one or more behaviors thought to represent CSR, including economic benefits (Hemphill, 1997) , conformance to ethical and legal expectations (Carroll, 1998) , philanthropic and community involvement (Dutton, 1997) and social entrepreneurship (Prabhu, 1999) .
Economic benefits describe an aspect of CSR behavior as supporting the community-at-large by creating wealth and value for employees, clients, and the larger society, primarily via business success. As part of this orientation, some authors also point to the economic support of employees, including various benefits, training, and compensation (Hemphill, 1997) . Conformance to ethical and legal expectations refers to the behavior of the 'good corporate citizen' who obeys laws and acts ethically, such as compliance with environmental protection, equal employment opportunity or other relevant laws (Carroll, 1998) . Philanthropic/community involvement involves donation of cash or company resources to various groups or causes (Dutton, 1997) . A review of several case studies of family business philanthropy suggest a variety of motives for supporting particular groups or causes, including family and/or religious values (Wood, 1996) , childhood experiences of an owner (Nichols, 1996) or commitment to a particular industry that has been favorable to a business (Nozar, 1998) . Social Entrepreneurship, the fourth type of CSR behavior identified in the specialist literature, refers to situations where the owner dedicates the business itself to social causes and change (Prabhu, 1999) . For instance, the company might develop environmentally protective products (Menon, 1997; Hendrickson and Tuttle, 1997) , employ disadvantaged youth, or provide community health services (Campbell, 1997) as part of its primary mission.
Relevant research in family business and corporate social responsibility
Family businesses often blend economic considerations with the traditional roles of the family social unit and thus can act differently than similar, non-family businesses (Kuratko and Welsch, 1994) . Two studies of European small businesses, one of Dutch companies ( (Flören and Wijers, 1996) , the other of Belgian companies (Donckels, 1998) , found that the family business tends to have a different, more personal relationship with employees and clients as compared with the non-family business. In particular, these studies show that family business owners have a tendency toward:
• Greater personal commitment to the firm and its success and to employees' well being (Flören and Wijers, 1996; Donckels 1998 );
• Increased likelihood of long-term strategy in terms of the future impact of decisions regarding treatment of employees and clients. This does not necessarily translate, however, into greater use of long-term planning (Flören and Wijers, 1996) ; and • More direct contact with clients, (Donckels, 1998) consistent with findings from a United States sample of companies (Lyman, 1991) .
In spite of these patterns, not every family business is equally committed to socially responsible behaviors. A review of the relevant literature points to a few moderator variables that determine why some family businesses are more socially responsible than others, including gender and bonding and community cohesiveness. For instance, Godfrey (1995) concludes that female managers are more apt to share a set of values that balance concern for profit and for community than their male counterparts. Castro (1997) reports greater philanthropic activity by cities with higher percentage of local ownership. He infers that local owners might feel a closer bond to the community than those who live outside of it. In this article, bonding is viewed as similar group cohesiveness. Castro's measure requires research at the community level of analysis. By considering the family business as a member of the local community "group" and by examining other research on group cohesiveness (Robbins, 1998) , one can consider other "cohesiveness" determinants such as group size (i.e., size of the community) and company tenure (i.e., the length of time that a company has been in its present location).
FRAMEWORK FOR THE PILOT STUDY
A pilot study was carried out to learn more about how family businesses view themselves in relationship to a wide variety of constituents, and further, whether or not these relationships could be viewed within the context of corporate social responsibility. The pilot study was based on the Stakeholder approach, which defines organization effectiveness as the ability to satisfy a wide range of constituents within as well as outside the organization (Daft, 1998; Friedlander and Pickle, 1968; and Tusi, 1990) . For the purpose of this study, CSR is defined in its broadest sense with respect to stakeholders within and outside the organization (with the exclusion of the owners themselves). This contrasts with the more frequent approach of defining CSR only with respect to community stakeholders (Daft, 1998) .
For the purposes of the pilot study, two categories of stakeholders, economic and social, were identified, building upon Porter's work (Porter, 1985) . Economic stakeholders include employees, customers, banks, accountants, suppliers, competitors, and external business advisors. Social stakeholders include family members, the (physical) environment, the government, service organizations, trade associations, other business associations (referred to as commercial organizations in the Netherlands), business clubs (i.e., the Rotary Club), churches, sport clubs, and political parties.
Primary research question and hypotheses
The following research question forms the focus for the pilot study:
"Do family businesses perceive that they relate in a special way to various stakeholders within and outside their companies due to the family aspect of the business? If so, with which stakeholders is this special relationship most likely to occur and furthermore, reflect some aspect of corporate social responsibility?" Although a wide range of constituencies are examined, research findings from Flören and Wijers, (1996) and Donckels (1998) suggest that relationships with employees and clients, in particular, may be different due to the family nature of the business. Hypothesis One is thus set forth as follows:
Hypothesis 1: Family businesses are likely to have a special relationship with employees and clients due to the family nature of the business.
No specific hypotheses are set for the remaining stakeholder groups. However, in further exploration of the primary research question, the pilot study also examines whether special relationships based on the family aspect of the business are more likely under certain conditions than others. In particular, based on the research by Godfrey (1995) , gender is tested as a moderator variable. Hypothesis 2 is thus set forth as follows:
Hypothesis 2: Female family business owners are more likely to have a special relationship reflecting CSR behaviors than are male family business owners.
Based on Castro's (1997) research on CSR behaviors, it is also posited that variables reflecting determinants of greater cohesiveness or bonding of the company with its community is more likely to be associated with special relationships reflecting CSR behaviors. Thus:
Hypothesis 3: The stronger the determinants for cohesiveness of a family business, the more likely that business will report having a special relationship with various constituencies outside the business.
For the purposes of the pilot study, two determinants of cohesiveness were examined: the size of the community within which the company resides, and the length of time the company has resided within that community (referred to as company tenure). Thus, more specifically, it is proposed: In addition to the above hypotheses, the pilot study explored the possibility of interaction effects of several other variables that might moderate the relationships tested. These included: the presence of the family name in the business name; company size, the generation of the business owner in relation to the family; and industry sector of the business. However, due to a lack of previous research on the proposed relationships, no specific hypotheses are set forth.
METHOD
Data were collected in late 1999 and early 2000 as part of a study of Dutch family businesses commissioned by the Stichting Maatschappelijk Ondernemen van MKB Nederland, (the foundation for social action of Dutch SMEs), and the Nederlands Orde van Accountants-Administratieconsulenten (the Dutch association of SME accountants).
Sample and data collection
In-depth interviews were conducted with principals of forty-two small-to mediumsized family businesses. The sample was identified on a non-random basis through networks of the research team and from secondary sources. To be included in the study, companies had to meet two criteria: (1) to fit within one of four sectors: retail, service, manufacturing, or construction; and (2) to be defined as a family business. To be defined as a family business, at least one of the following four criteria had to be met:
• Leadership has passed at least once to the next generation within the same family;
• The family influences the business through their participation on the Board of Directors;
• The company employs two or more family members other than a spouse; and/or • One or more of the founder's children has the intention of taking over the business It was not necessary for participants to perceive themselves as a family business to be included in the study and in fact, eight of the interviewees did not. Of these eight, four were from the first generation.
Variables and measures
The primary question used to measure the impact of family business on the stakeholder relationship was worded as follows (translated from the Dutch): " Does the fact that your business is a family business play a role in your relationship with (named stakeholder)?" Response categories included the choices, yes and no. This question was asked for each of eighteen stakeholders. For all those responding in the affirmative, the interviewer then prompted for an explanation of the response. A content analysis of this question was used to identify whether the family influence on the relationship involved a behavior that reflected some aspect of CSR-either conformance to ethical and legal standards, economic benefits, philanthropic/community involvement and/or social entrepreneurship.
To test for interaction effects, the following seven characteristics were included as moderator variables:
• Gender of the owners (Because only two companies included both male and female owners, they were dropped from the analysis.); • Industry sector (retail, service, manufacturing, construction); • Company tenure: i.e., the length of time the company has been located in a particular community (before 1945, between 1945 and 1970, and since 1970) ; • Family name in the business name, (yes or no); • Community size (less than 20,000 inhabitants, 20,000-90,000 inhabitants, and greater than 90,000 inhabitants);
• The generation of the business owner (one fourth-generation owner was dropped from the analyses); and • Company size (1-9 employees; 10-49 employees; greater than 49 employees).
Data analysis
Frequencies were tabulated for the percentages of companies answering the primary question in the affirmative, indicating that indeed, the fact that they were a family business played a role in their relationship with that particular stakeholder.
Seven stakeholder groups including employees, clients, suppliers, sports clubs, church, the physical environment, and service organizations, were identified through qualitative content analysis to have special relationships with family business owners that suggested at least one type of CSR behavior. For each of these stakeholders, moderator effects were tested with each of the seven moderator variables resulting in forty-nine possible tests of interaction. Initially, a Chi-Square test was used. The Fisher's Exact Test was used in place of the Chi-Square test when required, due to skewed distribution of the data or a low or empty cell. Multivariate analyses were ruled out due to the small and skewed sample size including very small or no cases within cells. For Hypotheses 3a and 3b, the six outside stakeholder groups were included (excluding the employee stakeholder group) resulting in six relationships tested for each sub-hypothesis, or twelve altogether. In addition, the employee stakeholder group was tested with these two moderator variables as part of the exploratory analyses. Given the small sample size, a liberal p<.1 level, twotailed level of significance was used as the criterion for significance for all tested relationships. A total of 49 interaction effects were thus tested (seven moderator variables for each of seven stakeholder groups). On a random basis, one might expect at least five of the relationships to meet the test of significance by chance (10% of 49=5). Table 1 reports the percentages of family businesses which answered in the affirmative when asked whether or not the family aspect of the business played a role in the relationship with a particular stakeholder.
RESULTS
_____________________ Table 1 Here _____________________ The most frequently mentioned two stakeholders-employees and clients--were economic stakeholders. Sports clubs, family members, and church were the three most commonly mentioned social stakeholders.
Interviews with respondents revealed the nature of these special relationships. Those stakeholder relationships that reflect some type of CSR behavior are described below.
Special relationship with employees. Most comments made regarding special relationships with employees might be described as small acts of kindness rather than major investments of resources. They reveal, nevertheless, a strong sense of responsibility that many owners report feeling toward their employees. For instance, one business owner notes, " … if they have a problem at home or have a difficulty that requires a letter to be sent to the authorities, I try to help out as much as I'm able." Another describes his sense of obligation to help employees correct their performance, if at all possible, before letting them go.
Special relationships with clients. When asked to explain about their special relationship with clients, consistent with other family business research, respondents indicate a direct contact with customers. One respondent explains, "We often talk to them (the customers) ourselves." This personal relationship is frequently mentioned as leading to more loyal clients.
Special relationships with suppliers.
In describing relationships with their suppliers, respondents often stress their commitment to a longstanding relationship. For instance, one respondent mentioned that he continues to use the same supplier that his grandfather had used. Other respondents indicate that they are slow to change suppliers when there are problems, giving them more opportunities to remedy difficulties. And some of the respondents mention that they have a personal friendship with their supplier, that goes beyond a normal business relationship. For instance, one family business has helped suppliers who found themselves in financial difficulties.
Special relationships with sports clubs. Sports clubs are a central part of the social life for many Dutch families. There are over 35,000 sports clubs in Holland with a total membership of 4.3 million people out of about 16 million residents (Janin, 1998) . Sports clubs were the most frequently mentioned social stakeholder group as having a special relationship with the family business owner. The most common CSR behavior was philanthropic in nature, i.e. some form of in-kind or cash donation. Several reported sponsorship of a team -with the company's logo placed on the uniform, which also suggests perhaps some less selfless motives. Nevertheless, interviews with several respondents suggest less self-serving motives as well: a desire to help the community and to boost the community spirit. Some of these respondents made specific reference to a sense of social responsibility.
Special relationships with the church. Companies also mentioned special relationships with a church, including company donations, which could be linked to the family aspect of the business. Explanations related to such relationships usually involved some direct family connection with the church being supported, such as grandfather built the church or mother is an active member.
Special relationships with the physical environment. Seven (18%) respondents indicate that the "family" aspect of the business influences their relationship with the (physical) environment. However, within that group, all seven have family businesses with the family surname as the business name. Comments from respondents suggest this is no coincidence: For instance, one noted: "If I do bad things [to the environment], then my father's reputation is also tainted." Another, also indicated that "the family's conscience influences the company's business decisions."
Special relationships with service organizations. Only four (about 10%) of the respondents claimed that the family aspect of their businesses influenced their relationship with various service organizations, which ranged from worldwide nonprofit groups, such as Green Peace and Amnesty International, to local organizations, including the fire brigade or police. Support varies, including financial, in-kind and counseling. In this area, however, some of the remaining respondents noted that they are indeed involved with service organizations but did not see their involvement as a function of the family aspect of their business. Table 2 presents statistically significant results for tests of interaction between various companies, their owners, community characteristics and CSR behavior. Ten of the 49 interactions tested were significant at the p<.1 level or below. Table 2 Here ____________________
_____________________

DISCUSSION
In reviewing these results in relationship to the hypotheses proposed in the pilot study, Hypothesis 1 is supported by the results presented in Table 1 . That is, the family character of the business most frequently impacts employee, client, and supplier relationships. These results are consistent with previous family business research results (Flören and Wijers, 1996; and Donckels, 1998) . Suppliers emerge as the third most frequently cited group. In interpreting the results, it could be argued that the family business owner might consider good relationships with employees, clients, and suppliers as advantageous for their business. Perhaps a second interpretation, not necessarily in contradiction with the first one, is that family business owners feel most directly responsible for those stakeholders that are closely tied to the business itself (e.g., employees, clients and suppliers) and view them as a sort of "extended" family. The most frequently mentioned social stakeholders also appear to be those closest to home, i.e., those most closely tied to the activities of the family: sports clubs, church, and of course, family members, themselves. Special relationships impacted by the family aspect of the business are most likely mentioned for those stakeholders most closely tied to the daily activity of the business and/or the family.
Content analyses of responses suggest that for a wide variety of constituents inside and outside the organization, family business owners report some level of corporate social responsibility, suggesting the utility of the broader stakeholder approach in examining corporate social responsibility. In addition, the results of a content analysis suggest that a mix of corporate social responsibility perspectives, including economic benefits, conformance to ethical and legal expectations and philanthropic/community involvement, all help to explain the nature of relationships with and behaviors toward various constituency groups. Examples of social entrepreneurship, the fourth type of CSR behavior identified in the literature, were not in evidence in this research study.
In reviewing the outcomes of interaction effects, the actual number of significant interactions is twice the expected number that could occur by chance (ten versus five). In reviewing the findings further, Hypothesis 2, which postulates the moderator effects of gender, are not supported by the present data analysis. It should be noted however that the lack of significant findings for some of the interaction tests may be due in part to skewedness of the sample rather than an underlying lack of relationship. For example, for clients, six of the seven female business owners reported having a special relationship due to the family aspect of the business compared with only 16 of the 33 male business owners. If a Chi-Square test had been valid, gender would have proved to be a significant moderator for relationships with both clients and service organizations. However, the low cell count of one (for women owners not having a special relationship with clients due to family) required use of the more stringent Fisher's Exact Test which failed the p<.1 test of significance.
Three of the twelve possible tests for Hypotheses 3a and 3b are statistically significant. These results suggest modest though perhaps not strong support for the notion that determinants of community cohesiveness serve as moderator variables in the relationships that family business owners have with outside stakeholders. Nevertheless, given the small sample on which the hypotheses were tested, these results are encouraging and suggest the need for further exploration of the cohesiveness concept in future research.
Among the other moderator variables included in the exploratory analyses, the most pronounced interaction effects were for generation of owner, significant for four of the seven possible stakeholder relationships tested, three at the p<.05 level. In each case, the special relationship is more frequently reported by second generation than by first or third generation family business owners. The explanation of this result is not entirely clear. It could be that second-generation owners report special relationships with these groups more frequently because they exhibit the strongest CSR behaviors. But it is also possible that while all three subgroups are equally responsible, it is the second generation that sees itself primarily as relating in a special way due to the family nature of the business. Unfortunately, the data available from the pilot study are not sufficiently sophisticated to delineate between these two viewpoints.
In reviewing some of the other results, a number of patterns appear to be quite pronounced, but due to the small sample size and skewedness of the data, do not pass the required statistical tests of significance. In particular, seven out of thirty companies (23%) with the family name in the business name mentioned a special relationship with the physical environment due to the family aspect and spoke specifically of their perceived responsibility to comply with environmental laws in order to protect the family name. By contrast, of the ten companies not having the family name in the business name, none mentioned a special relationship with the physical environment due to the family nature of the business.
DIRECTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
Results from the pilot study suggest that a more broadly construed application of the stakeholder approach to corporate social responsibility may be appropriate. Traditional definitions of corporate social responsibility that consider only community constituencies would have overlooked the majority of the special relationships reported, especially those with employees, clients and suppliers. This study was exploratory in nature and as such, did not clearly delineate the extent to which such special relationships involved corporate social responsibility. Follow-up research would need to measure the nature of such relationships more explicitly.
As for the nature of the CSR behaviors uncovered, however, they can in most cases be described as "small acts of kindness," rather than great philanthropic actions. Furthermore, applying the categories outlined in the introduction to the article, the nature of the behaviors appears to vary depending upon the stakeholder. Thus, for employees, clients, and suppliers, most examples of reported behaviors appear to relate to economic benefits. By contrast, for sports clubs, churches and service organizations, there is some evidence of philanthropic/community involvement, albeit of limited scope. Finally, the examples of CSR behavior in relationship to the physical environment can best be categorized as conformance with ethical and legal standards. In the sample studied, there is no evidence of social entrepreneurship behavior though this may be due to the small size of the research sample.
The pilot study also provides some useful directions for future research in the interaction effects related to CSR behaviors. In particular, certain moderator variables may prove useful in distinguishing why some family businesses exhibit higher levels of CSR behaviors, especially the generation of the owner and measures of community cohesiveness such as community size, and company tenure within the community. Having the family name in the business name, and company size were also moderators for at least one stakeholder. The pattern of overall findings, including the lack of significant findings for gender and for some of the other tested relationships could have been due to a small sample size and skewedness of the data, especially low cell counts. Thus, it might be worthwhile to test these relationships for a larger, randomly selected sample.
The intent of the pilot study was to determine which stakeholders were closest to the owners and family members, due to the family nature of the business. In future research, it could be useful to compare patterns of relationships for a matched sample of nonfamily firms, controlling for industry, size and community characteristics. This, combined with a redesigned set of measures, could more carefully distinguish whether or not family businesses have a greater propensity for CSR behaviors toward certain stakeholders, or whether this is a characteristic of small-to medium-sized firms in general. Adams, Tashian and Shore (1996) provide an excellent model for the proposed methodology for a study comparing family and non-family businesses, even though they focus on an overlapping issue-business ethics and the manner in which ethical standards are communicated in family and non-family owned firms.
Finally, future research on corporate social responsibility and the family business would benefit from more explicit measures of the dependent variable of CSR.
Rather than using open-ended comments, more explicit measures might be developed to delineate whether or not special relationships with stakeholders represent different CSR behaviors. For example, measures might test explicitly for the extent and/or type of economic benefits provided to employees such as educational development or personal financial assistance, and the extent of compliance with various environmental directives. Also, it would also be helpful to measure the type and amount of contributions, in cash and in-kind, to various external groups in the community, even as a percentage of net profit on sales.
CONCLUSIONS
The research study upon which this article is based identifies eighteen stakeholders, and determines for each whether the family plays a role in defining the relationship between the family business and that stakeholder. Employees and clients are mentioned most frequently in this context. Suppliers are the third most frequently mentioned stakeholder category. Four types of behaviors linked to corporate social responsibility are identified from a review of the literature: conformance to ethical and legal expectations, economic benefits, philanthropic/community involvement, and social entrepreneurship. Behaviors implied by the first three perspectives were evidenced in the responses obtained from the family business owners who were interviewed. However, it is not clear exactly how much philanthropic activity actually takes place, and how much is simply enlightened self-interest as opposed to selfless acts. It is also not clear how much additional CSR behavior was left unreported due to the methodology used in the study. Future research is needed to understand more clearly the nature of corporate social responsibility behaviors in small and medium-sized family businesses and further, how these behaviors compare and contrast with those in a matched sample of nonfamily businesses. Nevertheless, the pilot study suggests that the commitment and nature of special relationships vary substantially by stakeholders, and that various owner, company, and community characteristics may well moderate these relationships. Future research on larger samples needs to be carried out to develop more definitive conclusions, but it appears that the more tight knit or cohesive the community, the more likely the family business may be to support various stakeholders, beyond the basic levels required to operate the business. Generation of the owners is also a factor that affected corporate social responsibility but it is not clear why.
More definitive results could also provide practical assistance for policy makers and private foundations interested in encouraging greater philanthropic support by family businesses in the larger community. Since family businesses represent the majority of companies in most developed countries, this forms a significant portion of the corporate population that could be drawn upon to help society-at-large. The results of this study suggest that, at least for the sample of companies examined, truly philanthropic activity is quite limited in scope. Most CSR behavior is limited to small acts of kindness toward the closest stakeholder groups (employees, clients, and suppliers) as well as the general economic support of the community through the contribution of jobs and commerce to the local economy. Results also suggest that where causes or groups are supported, they are those closest to home and family: the sports club, church group or other local organization. The causes or organizations most likely to be overlooked for support are those with far reaching geographic implications or those service organizations in larger and/or or less stable communities. For the latter, the government or perhaps larger corporate foundations will need to step in to fill the gaps. 
